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Draft Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

Figure 16 - 1a
Page 1 of 6

Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 1 to 2

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 2 to 3

¯
500 0 500250 Feet

Figure 16-1b
Page 2 of 6
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Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 3 to 4 Figure 16-1c
Page 3 of 6
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a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 4 to 5 Figure 16-1d
Page 4 of 6
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a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Figure 16-1e
Page 5 of 6

Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 5 to 6

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Figure 16-1f
Page 6 of 6

Total DDT (Sum of 4,4'-DDT, 4,4'-DDD and 4,4'-DDE) 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 6 to 7

Notes:
a MPA scale was combined since only 4 data present
   in this range.
b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
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Figure 16-2a
Page 1 of 6

Notes:
   There is no rejected measurement present for 
   2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
  

Legend
Mass Per 
    Unit Area (mg/m2 )

< 0.01

0.01 - 0.032

0.032 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.32

0.32 - 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 32

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Depth (feet)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

10 - 15

0 - 5

5 - 10

15 - 20

32 - 1300a

Core Type
Continuous

Interpolatedb

< 2 pg/g at core bottom(

<

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

!

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

*

V

#

< 2 pg/g at core bottom

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc



September 2008
Draft Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

Ò

Ò

#

#

VVV
V

V

V

V

V

**

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

<

<
<

<

<

<

<

<
<

<

<

(

(

2

3

US 1

I-280

RAYMOND BLVD

US 1 TRUCK

I-9
5 

W
ES

T 
AL

IG
N

M
EN

T

N
E

W
 J

E
R

S
E

Y 
TU

R
N

P
IK

E

FERRY ST

D
O

R
EM

U
S 

AV
E

2,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 2 to 3

¯
500 0 500250 Feet

M
ap

 D
oc

um
en

t: 
(P

:\0
28

59
24

\M
ap

pi
ng

\G
eo

ch
em

_E
va

lu
at

io
n\

Th
ie

ss
en

_M
PA

\T
C

D
D

 M
PA

\T
C

D
D

_T
hi

es
se

n_
R

M
2_

3.
m

xd
)

Figure 16-2b
Page 2 of 6
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   There is no rejected measurement present for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core was
   not sampled continuously throughout its length. Contaminant
  concentrations between measured intervals were linearly 
  interpolated.
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Figure 16-2c
Page 3 of 6
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   There is no rejected measurement present for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core was
   not sampled continuously throughout its length. Contaminant
  concentrations between measured intervals were linearly 
  interpolated.
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Figure 16-2d
Page 4 of 6
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Notes:
   There is no rejected measurement present for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core was
   not sampled continuously throughout its length. Contaminant
  concentrations between measured intervals were linearly 
  interpolated.

< 0.01
0.01 - 0.032
0.032 - 0.1
0.1 - 0.32
0.32 - 1.0
1.0 - 3.2
3.2 - 10
10 - 32
32 - 1300a

#

V

< 2 pg/g at core bottom*

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc 

!

< > 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

< 2 pg/g at core bottom(

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc 

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc
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2,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 5 to 6 Figure 16-2e
Page 5 of 6

Legend
Mass Per 
    Unit Area (mg/m2 )

< 0.01

0.01 - 0.032

0.032 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.32

0.32 - 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 32

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Depth (feet)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

10 - 15

0 - 5

5 - 10

15 - 20

32 - 1300a

Core Type
Continuous

Interpolatedb

< 2 pg/g at core bottom(

<

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

!

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

*

V

#

< 2 pg/g at core bottom

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

Notes:
   There is no rejected measurement present for 
   2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
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2,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 6 to 7 Figure 16-2f
Page 6 of 6

Legend
Mass Per 
    Unit Area (mg/m2 )

< 0.01

0.01 - 0.032

0.032 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.32

0.32 - 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 32

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Depth (feet)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

10 - 15

0 - 5

5 - 10

15 - 20

32 - 1300a

Core Type
Continuous

Interpolatedb

< 2 pg/g at core bottom(

<

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

!

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

*

V

#

< 2 pg/g at core bottom

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

> 2 pg/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

Notes:
   There is no rejected measurement present for 
   2,3,7,8-TCDD.
 a MPA scale was combined since only 9 data
   present in this range.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
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Figure 16-3a
Page 1 of 6

Legend

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
  

Core Type
Continuous

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

Interpolatedb

< 125 ng/g at core bottom)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

*

V
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Depth (feet)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

0 - 5

5 - 10

10 - 15

15 - 20

< 0.32

0.32- 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 36a

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Corec

h

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Figure 16-3b
Page 2 of 6

Legend

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Core Type

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Core
h

Continuous

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

Interpolated1

)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

*

V

'

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Depth (ft)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

0 - 5

5 - 10

10 - 15

15 - 20

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

1.0 - 3.2

0.32- 1.0
< 0.32

10 - 36

3.2 - 10

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Sum of Aroclors 1248, 1254 and 1260 Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 3 to 4 Figure 16-3c
Page 3 of 6

Legend

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Core Type

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Core
h

Continuous

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

Interpolated1

)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

*

V

'

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Depth (ft)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

0 - 5

5 - 10

10 - 15

15 - 20

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

1.0 - 3.2

0.32- 1.0
< 0.32

10 - 36

3.2 - 10

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Sum of Aroclors 1248, 1254 and 1260 Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 4 to 5 Figure 16-3d
Page 4 of 6

Legend

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Core Type

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Core
h

Continuous

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

Interpolated1

)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc

*

V

'

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Depth (ft)
(

(

(

(

*

*

*
*

0 - 5

5 - 10

10 - 15

15 - 20

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

1.0 - 3.2

0.32- 1.0
< 0.32

10 - 36

3.2 - 10

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc 

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
     Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Sum of Aroclors 1248, 1254 and 1260 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 5 to 6

Figure 16-3e
Page 5 of 6

Legend

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
  

Core Type
Continuous

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

Interpolatedb

< 125 ng/g at core bottom)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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*

*
*

0 - 5

5 - 10

10 - 15

15 - 20

< 0.32

0.32- 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 36a

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Corec

h

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Sum of Aroclors 1248, 1254 and 1260 
Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 6 to 7

Figure 16-3f
Page 6 of 6

Legend

Mass Per 
    Unit Area (g/m2 )

River Mile Marker
1Ñ

Notes:
 a MPA scale was combined since only 1 data 
   point is higher than 32 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
c  Rejected measurement present in one or more
   segments for one or more analytes. 
   Rejected values were replaced with an interpolated 
   value based on adjoining segments in the core.
  

Core Type
Continuous

< 125 ng/g at core bottom

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

Interpolatedb

< 125 ng/g at core bottom)

,

/

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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15 - 20

< 0.32

0.32- 1.0

1.0 - 3.2

3.2 - 10

10 - 36a

Rejected Measurement(s) 
   Present in Corec

h

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc < 50% Max Conc

> 125 ng/g at core bottom, 
    Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Figure 16-4a
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Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Interpolatedb
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V

# > 200 ng/g at core bottom, 
      Bottom Conc > 50% Max Conc
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Figure 16-4b
Page 2 of 6

Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Mercury Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 3 to 4 Figure 16-4c
Page 3 of 6

Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Mercury Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 4 to 5 Figure 16-4d
Page 4 of 6

Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Figure 16-4e
Page 5 of 6Mercury Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 2 to 3

Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Figure 16-4f
Page 6 of 6Mercury Mass Per Unit Area - Mile 6 to 7

Notes:
 a Mercury background for a 20-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.24 g/m2.
   Mercury background for a 6-foot 
   silt core is less than 0.07 g/m2.
 b Unlike a continuous core, an interpolated core 
   was not sampled continuously throughout its
   length. Contaminant concentrations between
   measured intervals were linearly interpolated.
 c Rejected values were replaced with an 
   interpolated value based on adjoining segments 
   in the core.
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Figure 16-5
September 2008

Histogram of MPA Values per River Mile
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Figure 16-6
September 2008

Weighted Curve Sediment Inventory versus River Mile

Legend
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Figure 16-7
September 2008

Mass Per Unit Area Correlation Matrix

Legend

Data points

x Points excluded
from  the regression

Note:
Regression Coefficient (R) 
is based on a linear 
regression of the logs of 
the mass per unit area 
(MPA) values. The MPA 
values are  approximately 
log normal.
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Figure 16-8
September 2008 

Comparison of 2,3,7,8-TCDD Spatial Extent
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3-Dimensional Distribution taken from Ma et al. (1998) MPA Map for 2,3,7,8-TCDD for RM 1 through 7 (Figure 5-3)
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Figure 16-10aTotal 4,4’-DDx MPA versus River Mile

(As Measured)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were not extrapolated  and thus provide a minimum inventory estimate.

Approximately 66 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10bTotal 4,4’-DDx MPA versus River Mile

(With Extrapolated Cores)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were extrapolated to provide a complete inventory estimate.

Approximately 66 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10c2,3,7,8-TCDD MPA versus River Mile

(As Measured)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were not extrapolated  and thus provide a minimum inventory estimate.

Approximately 79 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10d2,3,7,8-TCDD MPA versus River Mile

(With Extrapolated Cores)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were extrapolated to provide a complete inventory estimate.

Approximately 79 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10eTotal PCB MPA versus River Mile

(As Measured)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7

Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were not extrapolated  and thus provide a minimum inventory estimate.

Approximately 44 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10fTotal PCB MPA versus River Mile

(With Extrapolated Cores)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Vertical scale is logarithmic.
2. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were extrapolated to provide a complete inventory estimate.

Approximately 44 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.
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Figure 16-10gMercury MPA versus River Mile

(As Measured)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7
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Note:
1. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were not extrapolated  and thus provide a minimum inventory estimate.

Approximately 72 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.



Lower Passaic River Restoration Project
September 2008
Figure 16-10hMercury MPA versus River Mile

(With Extrapolated Cores)
2008, RM 8 to 15 and 1991-1995, RM 1 to 7

Note:
1. Incomplete cores from 1991 to 1995 were extrapolated to provide a complete inventory estimate.

Approximately 72 percent of 1991-1995 cores were incomplete.

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
River Mile

Me
rcu

ry 
Ma

ss
 Pe

r U
nit

 Ar
ea

 (g
/m

2 )
Above RM 8
Above RM 8 Median
1991 to 1995
1991 to 1995 Median



 
 
Peer Review Draft 
Comprehensive Conceptual Site Model 
Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

  
 
 
 

 
 
 
Section VI 

 

 

  

   

   
 

 



Comprehensive Conceptual Site Model  September 2008 
Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 17 Figures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Atmadja
Text Box
There are no figures associated with this chapter



Comprehensive Conceptual Site Model  September 2008 
Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter 18 Figures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Lower Passaic River Restoration Project

Figure 18-1
April 2007

Schematic of Model for the Lower Passaic River Empirical Mass 
Balance

Legend

Notes
Lower Passaic River Newark Bay

Dundee Lake

Saddle
River Second

River
Third
River CSO/SWO

Water

Sediment

Dundee Dam

wangx
Text Box
September 2008



Method = Ward

5+8

15

16+32
17
18+30
19

20+21+28+33

22
24+27

26+29

31
37

40+41+64+71+72
42+59+62+75+48
43+49+69
44+47+65

45+51
46
50+53

61+70+74+76+66
77

82

83+99

84+92
85+86+87+97+108+112+116+117+119+200

88+91
90+101+113
93+95+98+100+102

107+109+124

110+115+111

123

128+162+166

129+138+158+160+163+164

132+161
134+143

137

146+165

Dendrogram

Hierarchical Clustering

Lower Passaic River Restoration Project
September 2008

Figure 18-2PCB Congener Cluster Analysis
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Figure 18-3Cluster Analysis for PAHs
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Figure 19-2                   Percent Fit to the Lower Passaic River  
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Figure 19-5Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Total Tetra-dioxins
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Figure 19-6Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Total PCBs
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Figure 19-7Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Benzo[a]pyrene
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Figure 19-8Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Fluoranthene
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Figure 19-10Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Chlordane (gamma)
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Figure 19-11Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Copper
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Figure 19-12Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Chromium
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Figure 19-13Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Mercury
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Figure 19-14Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Lead
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Figure 19-15Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Iron
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Figure 19-16Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Total Organic Carbon
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Figure 20-2Excess Mercury Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-3Excess Lead Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-4Excess Copper Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-5Excess 4,4’-DDE Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-6Excess Chlordane Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-7Excess Dieldrin Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-8Excess Total PCBs Concentration vs. Approximate Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-9Excess High Molecular Weight PAH Concentration vs. Approximate 
Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-10Excess Low Molecular Weight PAH Concentration vs. Approximate 
Year of Deposition
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Figure 20-112,3,7,8-TCDD Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-12Mercury Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-13Lead Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-14Copper Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-154,4’-DDE Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-16Chlordane (gamma) Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-17Dieldrin Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-18Total PCB Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-19HMW PAH Concentrations in Recently Deposited (Be-7 Bearing) 
Sediments – Measured and Predicted
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Figure 20-20Comparison of Total PCB when Calculated as the Sum of the Congeners vs. 
the Sum of the Aroclors for 10 Matched Pairs from the 2008 Low Resolution 

Cores
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Figure 20-212,3,7,8-TCDD - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-22Mercury - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-23Lead - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-24Copper - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-254,4’-DDE - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-26Chlordane (gamma) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration 
in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-27Total PCB - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-28HMW PAH - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-29Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Fish) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-30Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Bird) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-31Dioxin/Furan TEQ (Mammal) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for 
Concentration in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-32PCB TEQ (Fish) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-33PCB TEQ (Bird) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration in 
0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 20-34PCB TEQ (Mammal) - Comparison of Estimated Trajectories for Concentration 
in 0-6 inch Biologically Active Layer
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Figure 21-1Solids Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-22,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-3Mercury Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 22-1
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2
Mercury Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-3
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-4
Mercury Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-5
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile

0.01

0.1

1

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
River Mile

2,
3,

7,
8-

TC
D

D
 C

on
ce

nt
ra

ti
on

 (
ng

/g
)

1999

2000

CARP 1998-2005



Lower Passaic River Restoration Project
September 2008

Figure 22-6
Mercury Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-7Lower Passaic River Average Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) for 3 Species 
for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 and 2000
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Figure 22-8Lower Passaic River Average Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor (BSAF) 
values for 3 Species for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 

and 2000
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